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III. STATUS OF CLAIMS 

Claims 1-3, 7-9, 22-46, 53-61, 63, and 68-86 stand rejected. 

Claims 10-12, 16-21, 49, 51, 52, 64, 66, and 67 are withdrawn from consideration. 

IV. STATUS OF AMENDMENTS 

There were 4 communications under rule 116: 

• May 7 arguing that the Examiner misconstrued the Bray reference; 

• May 8 pointing out a defect in the date of the Turau reference; 

• May 13 attempting to return the claims to their original scope; and 

• June 17 (mailed June 13) submitting declarations under rule 131. 

Only the communication of May 13 attempted to amend the claims. That has not been entered. 
The others have not been deemed persuasive by the Examiner. 

V. SUMMARY OF THE INVENTION 

The invention relates to converting data sources to XML in a data processing context. 
Figure 1 shows an overview of a data processing system. In a commercial setting, data sources 
are commonly used for maintaining all sorts of business information. These data sources are in 
many diverse formats. XML is a standardized computer protocol related to display and 
processing of documents over the Internet. Figure 2 shows an overview of the invention, lying 
between the schema 201 and data set 202 of the data source on the left side and the DTD 203 
with its XML document 204 on the other side. 
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The original independent claims related to establishing a mapping from lists and scalars 
corresponding to at least one data source into XML elements and attributes. This is the scope to 
which the May 13 amendment attempted to return the claims. 

The independent claims as they currently stand recite using a pre-established DTD. The 
DTD is something that the XML protocol uses in creating Internet documents or web pages. The 
claims further recite that based on the DTD and a plurality of data sources, annotations are added 
to the DTD to created an annotated DTD. This annotated DTD is such that an XML document 
created from the annotated DTD is guaranteed to conform to the DTD. 

In general there are five sets of somewhat analogous claims relating to 

a) a method; 

b) a medium readable by a data processing device and resulting from the method. 
In other words this medium will contain the appropriate annotated DTD; 

c) a data processing device using the medium; 

d) a second type of medium containing software which essentially is for executing 
the method, i.e. for creating the annotated DTD; and 

e) a data processing device using this second type of medium, i.e. using the 
annotated DTD. 

Therefore most of the claims can be considered in groups of five, with a few exceptions. 

Applicants are not going to get into the minutiae of the dependent claims in this summary 
section; however, as an overview, the Board should note that the rather long specification gives a 
comprehensive treatment of how to deal with details of the DTD and XML syntax. Working out 
the problem to this level of detail was a very difficult and involved process, which is addressed 



by many of the dependent claims. In general, the references have failed to even touch on the 
same level of detail as the inventors, as will be discussed below. 

VI. THE ISSUES 

1 . Has the date of the Turau reference been established? 

2. If the date of the Turau reference has been established, do the declarations under rule 131 
overcome that reference? 

3. Has the Examiner correctly refused entry of the amendments to the claims of May 13? 

4. Has the Examiner correctly construed the Turau reference? 

5. Has the Examiner correctly construed the Bray reference? 

6. Additional issues presented by the dependent claims, which will be apparent in the 
discussion of the relevant groups of dependent claims. 

VII. GROUPING OF THE CLAIMS 

The claims do not stand or fall together. 

VIII. THE ARGUMENT 

1 . Has the date of the Turau reference been established? 

The Examiner originally stated that the Turau reference was dated July 14, 1999. As 
evidence for this, she pulled a document creation date for the document off of the Internet. 

In response to the first office action, Applicants noted that that this date was a document 
creation date and that as such it did not prove when the document was published. 
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With the final office action, the Examiner provided an e-mail from Dr. Turau indicating 
that the publication date was October of 1 999. 

The undersigned then brought to the Examiner's attention that Applicants' provisional 
date was also in October of 1999. The Examiner asked Applicants to contact Dr. Turau. 
Applicants did so, in an effort to advance prosecution, though this really was the Examiner's job 
in order to present a prima facie case. With the communication of June 17, Applicants provided 

a copy of Dr. Turau' s response ~ namely that he did not know what exact date in October the 

I 

document of record was published. He stated that his first public release was in March of 1999. 

However, it is not clear from the record precisely what was released in March of 1999 or 
to what extent it corresponded with the October document. 

Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that the Examiner has not met her burden of 
proof of establishing the date of the Turau reference. 

2. If the date of the Turau reference has been established, do the declarations under rule 131 
overcome that reference? 

Assuming, for the sake of argument, that the date of reference was established to be 
March of 1999, then the declarations under rule 131 submitted by Applicants would overcome 
that date. Applicants have submitted a declaration from one of the inventors, Shyh-kwei Chen, 
and his manager from the relevant time periods, Jen-Yao Chung. These declarations relate to the 
dates of conception and diligent efforts at reduction to practice. The declaring inventor also 
explains that he believes his co-inventor would testify similarly, but has left the employment of 
the Assignee and is therefore not readily available. 

The declarations establish that 



• the date of conception was during the summer of 1 998; 

• the inventors began working part time on the invention in the fall of 1998; 

• the inventors worked full time reducing the invention to practice during all of 1 999 and 
especially between January of 1 999 and the dates of filing. 

The declarations also attach relevant documentary evidence supporting the dates of invention 
including records out of the declarants computers and out of the computer of the IP Law 
department of the Assignee. 

Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that they have adequately "sworn back" of 
the Turau reference and that this reference should be withdrawn and a new office action issued. 

The Supervisory Examiner questioned whether these declarations were timely filed, 
seeing as they were submitted after final. Applicants respectfully submit that the date of 
submission was timely, since 

• the date was before the present appeal; 

• the Examiner presented new evidence of the date of publication at the time of the final office 
action; and 

• documents relevant to the declarations and appended thereto were not located until after the 
issuance of the final office action. 

The advisory action sent out in response to the communication of June 17 completely 
fails to address the declarations under rule 131. Applicants respectfully submit that this is 
improper. 
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3. Has the Examiner correctly refused entry of the amendments to the claims of May 13? 

Applicants respectfully submit that the Examiner should allow Applicants to amend the 
claims to return them to their original scope. This does not raise new issues, because those 
claims were already searched. The amendments could not have been made earlier, because it 
was only in the final office action that the date problems with the reference became more 
apparent. Applicant accordingly respectfully submit that the refusal to enter the amendment 
under rule 1 1 6 of May 1 3 was improper. ^ 

4. Has the Examiner correctly construed the Turau reference? (claims 1-3, 46, & 61) 

An issue has arisen concerning the language "pre-established DTD" in claims 1-3, 46, 
and 61 - which would actually be dependent claims if the May 13 amendment were entered. 
Applicants have explained to the Examiner that the Turau reference generates DTD's on the fly, 
rather than using pre-established DTD's. It should be noted that pre-established DTD's are 
particularly useful in commercial situation, since they can represent standardized business forms. 

The Examiner has pointed to the language in the first paragraph of page 7 as allegedly 
countering Applicants' position. In particular she cites the phrase "DTDs must be defined at the 
beginning of a file." However, ignores the fact that this phrase is part of a sentence. The first 
part of the sentence says "The generation of internal DTDs therefore required the usage of 
temporary files." [emphasis added] These are not preexisting files. They are files that are 
generated to create the on-the-fly DTD. 

Applicants therefore respectfully submit that the Examiner has still not demonstrated that 
the Turau reference teaches or suggests pre-established DTD's. 
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In order to generate XML documents that conform to a desired and arbitrary DTD, 
Turau' s approach needs to use XSLT stylesheets to do the extra transformation (see Turau at 
page 2, line 22). However, such an approach using XSLT cannot guarantee that the resulting 
XML actually conforms to the desired DTD ~ as has been demonstrated by Aoying Zhou et al. in 
their article "TREX: DTD-conforming XML to XML transformations," Proceedings of the 2003 
ACM SIGMOD International Conference on Management of Data. 

Therefore the annotated DTD recited in Applicants' claims has a functional benefit not 
taught or suggested by the Turau reference. 

5. Has the Examiner correctly construed the Bray reference? (claims 1-3. 46. & 6Q 

The Examiner recognizes certain deficiencies in the Turau reference, with respect to the 
independent claim 1 — that is claim 1 as it was presented at the time of the final office action. In 
particular, this claim recites adding annotations to the DTD to create an annotated DTD, such 
that an XML document generated from the annotated DTD is guaranteed to conform to a 
pre-established DTD. It should be noted that this claim actually corresponds to the scope of 
canceled claims 13-15, 50, and 65, which Applicants attempted to re-assert in the May 13 
communication under rule 1 16 as new claims 90-92, 94, and 96. 

The Examiner attempts to correct the noted deficiency in the Turau with reference to 
Bray. Applicants respectfully submit that the Examiner misconstrues Bray. Bray shows 
annotations within an XML document. The Examiner is perhaps confused because Bray says 
that the "spec" is annotated. However, Bray uses the word "spec" to mean the underlying XML 
document. Applicants find no teachings or suggestions in Bray about DTD's at all. Accordingly, 
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Applicants respectfully submit that the Examiner has failed to present a prima facie case of 
obviousness against claim 1 . 

6. Additional issues presented by the dependent claims 

A. Claims 25-27, 54, and 69 

These claims recite associating one or more lists of data objects or formulas producing 
data objects with each DTD construct having a repetition symbol at the end. Repetition symbols 
are a tricky aspect of DTD's that need to be dealt with in order to give a full conversion between 
data base information and XML. 

Against this recitation, the Examiner cites Turau, page 4, lines 14-18. Applicants have 
read this section of Turau and find no mention of repetition symbols or how to treat them at all. 
Instead the cited portion of Turau relates to meta data. This claim does not associate "meta data" 
to XML DTD elements, but "one or more lists of data objects or formulas ... ". These lists of data 
objects or formulas are not meta data. Formulas/functions are dynamic and can take 
parameters/variables, while meta data is fixed with respect to relational tables. 

Applicants accordingly respectfully submit that the Examiner has failed to present a 
prima facie case against this group of claims. 

B, Claims 28-30, 55. and 70 

These claims recite associating one or more lists of data objects or formulas producing 
data objects with each DTD construct which is not a #PCDATA, a choice list, or an attribute list, 
and does not end with a repetition symbol. This portion of the invention relates to how to deal 
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with particular detailed aspects of the DTD portion of the XML protocol — namely data objects 
and formulas producing data objects. 

Against this recitation, the Examiner has cited page 2 of Turau. This is a general 
background section. Applicants have reviewed it and do not find there any teaching or 
suggestion of how to deal with data objects or formulas producing data objects. Moreover, 
Applicants find no mention of how to deal with any specific DTD constructs, such as those 
which are not #PCDATA, choice lists, attributes, or repetition symbols, as recited in this claim. 
Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that the Examiner has failed to make a prima facie 
case against this group of claims. 

C. Claims 31-33. 56. and 71 

These claims recite associating a value or formula producing a value with each PCDATA, 
choice list, or attribute definition. PCDATAs, choice lists, and attribute definitions are details of 
DTD syntax addressed by Applicants' very comprehensive specification. 

Against this recitation, the Examiner refers to Turau's page 4, lines 12-17. Applicants 
find no mention of the specifics of how to deal with DTD syntax, as recited in the claims here, in 
the referenced section. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that the Examiner has failed 
to make a prima facie case against this group of claims. 

D. Claims 34-36, 57. and 72 
These claims recite 

• first associating one or more lists of data objects or formulas producing data objects with a 
DTD construct; 
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• second associating at least one of the lists or formulas with at least one variable name; and 

• using the variable name as a parameter in at least one other formula. 

This is a shortcut that the inventors devised as a way of shortening the conversion process 
between data base and XML. A variable is used in lieu of something else. 

Again the Examiner refers to the general background section of Turau at page 2, which 
completely fails to go into this level of detail. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that 
the Examiner has failed to make a prima facie case against this group of claims. 

E. Claims 37-39, 58, and 73 

These claims recite associating at least one respective environment with a respective 
XML element to be generated. The specification has quite a detailed treatment of the preferred 
embodiment for dealing with an "environment," see e.g. pages 31-33. The Board should note 
that the term "environment" is used as a term of art and is defined in the specification at page 33, 
line2 "An environment Env is a set of bindings, e.g., {x=l, y=2 , 
z=5 } " and at page 32, line 1 . 

Against this recitation, the Examiner cites Turau page 7, lines 5-9. This section of Turau 
relates to the XML document formats and the XSL processor from Lotus. It has nothing at all to 
do with an "environment" as defined in Applicants' specification. Accordingly, Applicants 
respectfully submit that the Examiner has failed to make a prima facie case against this group of 
claims. 



11 



F. Claims 76-80 

These claims recite that the pre-established DTD corresponds to multiple heterogeneous 
data sources. 

Against this recitation, the Examiner recites page 7, 1st paragraph, of Turau. This 
paragraph mentions multiple select statements. Multiple select statements fail to teach or suggest 
multiple heterogeneous data sources. One can have multiple selects relating to a single type of 
data source. Applicants respectfully submits that this section of Turau is completely unrelated to 
and fails to teach or suggest the recitations of this group of claims. 

G. Claims 81-83 

This group of claims recites that the mapping returns at least one scalar value, at least one 
list of scalar values, and at least one SQL call result. 

Against this recitation, the Examiner has cited figure 3 of Turau. This figure shows a 
user interface for Turau' s system. The claim terminology, such as "SQL" and "call result" does 
not appear on this figure at all. Applicants are unable to discern what the Examiner is reading 
the claim on. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that the Examiner has failed to make a 
prima facie case against this group of claims. 

H. Claims 40-42, 59. 74 

This group of claim recites that the at least one environment comprises 

• information from a parent XML element of the respective XML element; and 

• information from a binding specification of a DTD construct associated with 
the respective XML element. 
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Against this group of claims the Examiner cites figure one of Turau. Applicants see 
nothing about an environment comprising anything at all in this figure, much less what is recited. 
Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that the Examiner has failed to make a prima facie 
case against this group of claims. 

I. Claims 43-45. 60. and 75 
This group of claims recites 

• the mapping includes at least one respective specification corresponding to at 
least one respective XML element; 

• the specification comprises at least one parameter for receiving a value upon 
generation of the XML document; and 

• the method further comprises, upon generation of the XML document, sending 
the at least one parameter a value according to at least one variable/value pair 
in the at least one respective environment. 

Against this recitation, the Examiner cites pages 3 and 4 of Turau. Applicants have read 
this section of Turau and fail to find any of these recitations. Accordingly, Applicants 
respectfully submit that the Examiner has failed to make a prima facie case against this group of 
claims. 
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IX. CONCLUSION 

Applicants respectfully submits that they have answered each issue raised by the 
Examiner and that the application is accordingly in condition for allowance. Such allowance 
therefore respectfully requested. 

Respectfully submitted, 



By. 




Anne E. Barschall 
Reg. No. 31,089 
(914) 332-1019 
fax 914-332-7719 
August 15, 2004 



I hereby certify that this correspondence is being 
deposited this date with the United States Postal 
Service as first class mail in an envelope addressed to 

Mail Stop Appeal Brief 
Commissioner for Patents 
P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria VA 22313-1450 

On V'Lf/$y„ ( Mailing Date) 

By f rm d ^^^-^ff (Signature) 
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APPENDIX 

1 . (previously presented) A computer method, comprising executing at least the following 
operations in at least one data processing device: 

• using a pre-established DTD corresponding to desired XML; and 

• based on the DTD and a plurality of data sources, adding annotations to the DTD to create an 
annotated DTD, such that an XML document generated from the annotated DTD is 
guaranteed to conform to the DTD . 

2. (original) At least one medium readable by a data processing device and embodying at least 
one result of the method of claim 1 . 

3. (previously presented) A data processing device comprising: 

the at least one medium according to claim 2, and 

at least one processor configured to use the at least one medium to produce the XML 
document based on the annotated DTD. 

4 -6 (canceled) 

7. (previously presented) The method of claim 1, wherein at least one of the data sources is a 
relational database. 
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8. (original) At least one medium readable by a data processing device and embodying at least 

one result of the method of claim 7. 

9. (previously presented) A data processing device comprising 

the at least one medium according to claim 8; and 

at least one processor configured to use the at least one medium to produce the XML 
document based on the annotated DTD. 

10-12. (withdrawn) 
13-15 (canceled). 
16 - 21 (withdrawn) 

22. (previously presented) The method of claim 1, further comprising executing the following 
operation in the data processing device: associating values and or formulas with the DTD. 

23. (original) At least one medium readable by a data processing device and embodying at least 

one result of the method of claim 22. 

24. (previously presented) A data processing device comprising: 

the at least one medium according to claim 23; and 
at least one processor configured to 

use the at least one medium to produce the XML document based on the 

annotated DTD ; and 



perform the associating operation. 

25. (original) The method of claim 22, wherein the associating includes associating one or more 
lists of data objects or formulas producing data objects with each DTD construct having a 
repetition symbol at the end. 

26. (original) At least one medium readable by a data processing device and embodying at least 

one result of the method of claim 25. 

27. (previously presented) A data processing device comprising: 

at least one medium according to claim 26; and 
at least one processor configured to 

use the at least one medium to produce the XML document; and 

perform the associating operation. 

28. (original) The method of claim 22, wherein the associating includes associating one or more 
lists of data objects or formulas producing data objects with each DTD construct which is not a 
#PCDATA, a choice list, or an attribute list, and does not end with a repetition symbol. 

29. (original) At least one medium readable by a data processing device and embodying at least 

one result of the method of claim 28. 

30. (previously presented) A data processing device comprising: 



the at least one medium according to claim 29; and 
at least one processor configured to 

use the at least one medium to produce the XML document based on the 

annotated DTD; and 

perform the associating operation. 

31. (original) The method of claim 22, wherein associating includes associating a value or 
formula producing a value with each PCDATA, choice list, or attribute definition. 

32. (original) At least one medium readable by a data processing device and embodying at least 

one result of the method of claim 31. 

33. (previously presented) A data processing device comprising: 

the at least one medium according to claim 32; and 
at least one processor configured to 

use the at least one medium to produce the XML document; and 

perform the associating operation. 

34. (original) The method of claim 22, wherein associating includes, not necessarily in the 
following order: 

• first associating one or more lists of data objects or formulas producing data objects with a 
DTD construct; 

• second associating at least one of the lists or formulas with at least one variable name; and 



using the variable name as a parameter in at least one other formula. 



35. (original) At least one medium readable by a data processing device and embodying at least 

one result of the method of claim 34. 

36. (previously presented) A data processing device comprising: 

the at least one medium according to claim 35; and 

at least one processor configured to 

use the at least one medium to produce the XML document; and 
perform the associating operation and included operations. 

37. (original) The method of claim 1, further comprising executing the following operation in the 
data processing device: associating at least one respective environment with a respective XML 
element to be generated. 

38. (original) At least one medium readable by a data processing device and embodying at least 

one result of the method of claim 37. 

39. (previously presented) A data processing device comprising: 

the at least one medium according to claim 38; and 
at least one processor configured to 

use the at least one medium to produce the XML document; and 

perform the associating operation. 



40. (original) The method of claim 37, wherein the at least one environment comprises 

• information from a parent XML element of the respective XML element; and 

• information from a binding specification of a DTD construct associated with the respective 

XML element. 

41. (original) At least one medium readable by a data processing device and embodying at least 

one result of the method of claim 40. 

42. (previously presented) A data processing device comprising: 

the at least one medium according to claim 41 ; and 
at least one processor configured to 

use the at least one medium to produce the XML document; and 

perform the associating operation. 

43. (previously presented) The method of claim 37, wherein 

• the mapping includes at least one respective specification corresponding to at least one 
respective XML element; 

• the specification comprises at least one parameter for receiving a value upon generation of 
the XML document; and 

• the method further comprises, upon generation of the XML document, sending the at least 
one parameter a value according to at least one variable/value pair in the at least one 
respective environment. 
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44. (original) At least one medium readable by a data processing device and embodying at least 

one result of the method of claim 43. 

45. (previously presented) A data processing device comprising: 

the at least one medium according to claim 44; and 
at least one processor configured to 

use the at least one medium to produce the XML document; and 

perform the associating and sending operations. 

46. (previously presented) At least one medium readable by at least one data processing device 
and embodying software adapted to perform operations comprising: 

• using a pre-established DTD corresponding to the desired XML; and 

• based on the DTD and a plurality of data sources, adding annotations to the DTD to create an 
annotated DTD, such that an XML document generated from the annotated DTD is 
guaranteed to conform to the DTD. 

47. (canceled) 

48. (original) The at least one medium of claim 46, wherein the data source is a relational 
database. 

49. (withdrawn) 



50. (canceled) 
51-52 (withdrawn) 

53. (previously presented) The at least one medium of claim 46, wherein the operations further 
comprise associating values and or formulas with the DTD. 

54. (previously presented) The at least one medium of claim 53, wherein the associating includes 
associating one or more lists of data objects or formulas producing data objects with each DTD 
construct having a repetition symbol at the end. 

55. (original) The at least one medium of claim 54, wherein the associating includes associating 
one or more lists of data objects or formulas producing data objects with each DTD construct 
which is not a #PCDATA, a choice list, or an attribute list, and does not end with a repetition 
symbol. 

56. (original) The at least one medium of claim 54, wherein associating includes associating a 
value or formula producing a value with each PCDATA, choice list, or attribute definition. 

57. (original) The at least one medium of claim 54, wherein associating includes, not necessarily 
in the following order: 

• first associating one or more lists of data objects or formulas producing data objects with a 
DTD construct; 

• second associating at least one of the lists or formulas with at least one variable name; and 
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• using the variable name as a parameter in at least one other formula. 

58; (original) The at least one medium of claim 46, wherein the operations further comprise 
associating at least one respective environment with a respective XML element to be generated. 

59. (original) The at least one medium of claim 58, wherein the at least one environment 
comprises 

• information from a parent XML element of the respective XML element; and 

• information from a binding specification of a DTD construct associated with the respective 

XML element. 

60. (previously presented) The at least one medium of claim 58, wherein 

• the mapping includes at least one respective specification corresponding to at least one 
respective XML element; 

• the specification comprises at least one parameter for receiving a value upon generation of 
the XML document; and 

• the method further comprises, upon generation of the XML document, sending the at least 
one parameter a value according to at least one variable/value pair in the at least one 
respective environment. 

61. (previously presented) At least one data processing device comprising: 

- means for receiving data from at least one data source; 

- at least one processor adapted to perform operations comprising: 



• using a pre-established DTD corresponding to the desired XML; and 

• based on the DTD and a plurality of data sources, adding annotations to the DTD to create an 
annotated DTD, such that an XML document generated from the annotated DTD is 
guaranteed to conform to the DTD. 

62. (canceled) 

63. {previously presented) The at least data processing device of claim 61, wherein 

• the at least one data source comprises at least two data sources, and the data sources are of 
different types; and 

• the data source is a relational database. 

64. (withdrawn) 

65. (canceled) 
66-67 (withdrawn) 

68. (previously presented) The at least one data processing device of claim 61, wherein the 
operations further comprise associating values and or formulas with the DTD. 

69. (original) The at least one data processing device of claim 68, wherein the associating 
includes associating one or more lists of data objects or formulas producing data objects with 
each DTD construct having a repetition symbol at the end. 
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70. (original) The at least one data processing device of claim 68, wherein the associating 
includes associating one or more lists of data objects or formulas producing data objects with 
each DTD construct which is not a #PCDATA, a choice list, or an attribute list, and does not end 
with a repetition symbol. 

71 . (original) The at least one data processing device of claim 68, wherein the associating 
includes associating a value or formula producing a value with each PCDATA, choice list, or 
attribute definition. 

72. (original) The at least one data processing device of claim 68, wherein the associating 
includes, not necessarily in the following order: 

• first associating one or more lists of data objects or formulas producing data objects with a 
DTD construct; 

• second associating at least one of the lists or formulas with at least one variable name; and 

• using the variable name as a parameter in at least one other formula. 

73. (original) The at least one data processing device of claim 61, wherein the operations further 
comprise associating at least one respective environment with a respective XML element to be 
generated. 

74. (original) The at least one data processing device of claim 73, wherein the at least one 
environment comprises 

• information from a parent XML element of the respective XML element; and 
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• information from a binding specification of a DTD construct associated with the respective 

XML element. 

75. (previously presented) The at least one data processing device of claim 73 , wherein 

• the mapping includes at least one respective specification corresponding to at least one 
respective XML element; 

• the specification comprises at least one parameter for receiving a value upon generation of 
the XML document; and 

• the method further comprises, upon generation of an XML document, sending the at least 
one parameter a value according to at least one variable/value pair in the at least one 
respective environment 

76. (previously presented) The method of claim 1, wherein the pre-established DTD corresponds 
to multiple heterogeneous data sources. 

77. (previously presented) At least one medium readable by a data processing device and 
embodying at least one result of the method of claim 76. 

78. (previously presented) A data processing device comprising: 

• the at least one medium according to claim 77; and 

• at least one processor configured to use the at least one medium to produce the XML 
document based on the mapping. 
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79. (previously presented) The medium of claim 46, wherein the pre-established DTD 
corresponds to multiple heterogeneous data sources. 

80. (previously presented) The data processing device of claim 61, wherein the pre-established 
DTD corresponds to multiple heterogeneous data sources. 

81. (previously presented) The method of claim 1, wherein the mapping returns at least one 
scalar value, at least one list of scalar values, and at least one SQL call result. 

82. (previously presented) The medium of claim 46, wherein the mapping returns at least one 
scalar value, at least one list of scalar values, and at least one SQL call result. 

83. (previously presented) The data processing device of claim 61, wherein the mapping returns 
at least one scalar value, at least one list of scalar values, and at least one SQL call result. 

84. (previously presented) The method of claim 1, wherein the mapping is responsive to a user 
mapping specification. 

85. (previously presented) The medium of claim 46, wherein the mapping is responsive to a user 
mapping specification. 

86. (previously presented) The data processing device of claim 61, wherein the mapping is 
responsive to a user mapping specification. 

A-13 



